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PROCEEDINGS

MR. EATON: For the benefit of you all who don’t
know me, I‘m Ron Eaton. I’‘’m the project manager for Pilgrim
nuclear power station at headquarters down in Rockland,
Maryland.

As most of you are aware, the purpose of this
meeting is for an opportunity for the task force here to
receive input from state, national and local officials
relative to their draft report findings on issues of off-site
emergency preparedness for Pilgrim nuclear power station,
which was submitted to the public on May 28th, 1991.

I’d like to go over some of the administrative
aspects of this public hearing, so that you’re all aware of
how it will be conducted. For the benefit of you who do not
have copies of the public report, or did not get them from
the local library, there are copies on the table outside
along with copies of the press release.

This meeting is going to be transcribed by a court
reporter. And a copy of that transcript will accompany the
final report. Additionally, people who do not wish to speak
to the panel, they may submit written material which will
also be factored into the final report.

We will call for speakers that are local officials,
state officials, national officials first; followed by the

people that registered to speak with me.
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For the benefit of those who did rot register to
speak with me who would like *o speak tonight, if you could
go and see Jane Fitzgibbons over in the corner there, now
standing, up and register with her; she will then pass that
list to tne panel.

We ask that the speakers try to keep their comments
on the issues to about five minutes so that everybody has an
opportunity to be heard. When you begin to speak =-- Or when
you’re called, rather, if you would come to the center
microphones here, identify yourself and any organizations
that you will be representing, so that the transcript will be
full and correct, we’d appreciate that.

I’d 1like to remind you that the purpose of this
meeting, again, is to receive comments on the draft report.
And about 8:15 we’ll have a 15 minute break and follow with
additional time as needed.

Any media gquestions will be handled by Bob
Erickson, who is the panel chairman after the meeting.
Additionally, we have public information officers from the
NRC, Diane Screnchy =-- Would you please hold up your hand?
And also, Ken Hart from FEMA, who will be available to answer
non task force issues pertaining to the emergency planning
process.

Now, I’d like to introduce Bob Erickson. He is the

chairman of the panel and he will introduce his task force
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and then we’ll call for speakers.

MR. ERICKSON: Thank you, Ron. We’re delighted to
be here tonight. Thank you for the opportunity of returning
to Plymouth where it all began. In this case, where it all
began for us, as well.

The task force that’s before you now was created as
a result of a public meeting here in Plymouth in September of
last year. The task force was formed to analyze and follow
up on public comment. that were received at that meeting.

Now I’m going to ask -- Can I be heard in the back?
Ron, can you hear me well?

MR. EATON: ([Indicates affirmative.]

MR. ERICKSON: Okay. We have worked as
objectively and as thoroughly as we could on this project and
we believe that we have done a thorough job. Two weeks ago,
we published our draft report of findings and placed a
hundred copies in the Plymouth public library; along with all
the of the references that we used, a couple of hundred in
number, so that all of the material that we worked with would
be available to you citizens.

We sent copies of this to local officials, and to
the state officials. We also placed copies for the
convenience of citizens in the local libraries of the towns
that I’ve seen listed, which include Kingston, Wareham,

Plympton, Marshfield, Duxbury and Carver.



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

5

And more copies of our report are available here
tonight and we would encourage you to take one if you would
like, since we don’t want to carry very many back with us on
the airplane. We also have some abbreviated copies of our
public announcement, which include some summaries of the task
force findings and they may be even more convenient for some
of you.

We found that emergency planning is a dynamic
process; and that’s not news to you, I’m sure. Volunteers
come and go, procedures are refined, circumstances change,
improvements are made, we the task force witnessed this kind
of thing throughout our inquiry.

Nevertheless, by the day of our draft publication,
May 28th, we found that some matters of cff-site emergency
preparedness at Pilgrim Staticn still warranted attention, we
felt, certainly by the next scheduled exercise in December.

Those issues involved, as you have already seen I’'m
sure, matters of certain equipment for communications and its
maintenance; training of persons involved in emergency
response; the identification of persons with special needs:;
and coordination of plans and procedures between the state
and local communities.

Now as I stated before, we the task force think
we’'ve done a thorough job in putting together our facts. But

the purpose of this meeting is to now obtain your comments in
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sort of a final way, to be able to make our report as
up~to-date and as accurate as possible.

In preparing our final report, we will review your
comments, locking for substantial and material differences
from the findings in the draft task force report. And we
will forward a record of this meeting, together with the
written comments received, to the commission with our final
report.

Now, before hearing from commenters, I’d like to
introduce the members of the task force. And let me begin
with, to my left, Jack Dolan, who is from the FEMA Boston
cffice, Region I. That office arranged meetings with state
and local officials and facilitated the work of the task
force in every possible way and we’re delighted to have Jack
with us on panel today.

Around the curve to my right -- I hope you enjoy
this serpentine table that we have today, it’s something
different. Around the curve to my right is Falk Kantor, who
was the team leader for Field Team 1. And I’d like to ask
Falk to please introduce his team members and the topics that
they covered. Falk?

MR. KANTOR: Thank you, Bob. I am Falk Kantor. I
am a member of the NRC’s emergency planning staff, and I was
the leader of Team No. 1. Assisting me was Bob Trojanowski,

from our NRC Region II office in Atlanta to my right. And to
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his right, Laura Deskins of FEMA.

My team addressed issues related to emergency
planning in the towns of Plymouth, Marshfield, Carver,
Kingston, as well as Gurnet-Saquish. We also were involved
in obtaining a set of current plans and procedures for all
the EPZ towns in the state. Thank you.

MR. ERICKSON: The field teams were three in
number. Falk was the leader of the first team. The leader
of our second team as Ed Pcdolack. Unfortunately, Ed’s
mother died on Monday and he could not been here.

I’'m sorry, he was looking forward to revisiting
with you folks, to close the loop on this fact~finding
activity. But in Ed’s absence, I’d like to ask Margaret
Lawless from FEMA headquarters to introduce the rest of the
members of that team and the topics that they covered.

BY MS. LAWLESS: Thanks, Bob. I’m Margaret
Lawless, from FEMA in Washington. To my right is Joseph
Keller, from the Idaho National Engineering Lab, a consultant
to FEMA. And to his right is Gail Good, from NRC Region V in
the San Francisco area.

The areas that our team covered included issues
concerning the reception centers at Wellesley, Bridgewater
and Taunton; also issues concerning the Duxbury plans; and

general issues having to do with evacuation time estimates,

public information materials, the emergency planning zone,
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shelters, and the public information materials.

MR. ERICKSON: Thanks, Margaret. And our third
field team was headed by Aby Mohseni, who is around the curve
to the left. Aby, would you please introduce your team
members and their topics?

MR. MOHSENI: Yes. Thank you, Bob. I’m Aby
Mohseni, I was with Team No. 3. And to my right, Blair
Spitzberg from NRC Region IV, and Steven Borth from FEMA
Region I, who unfortunately coculd not be here tonight.

And the areas we covered included communications;
direct torus vent system; persons with special needs:;
potassium iodide; public notification system; recovery and
reentry; and transportation.

MR. ERICKSON: Thark you, Aby. Now, before we
proceed with comments on the draft report, I‘’d like to
acknowledge that although there are not members from the
state legislature here, that Cary Cullen from the Mass. Joint
Committee on Energy is in attendance at the meeting. He'’s
right up here in the front row.

In terms of public officials, we are pleased to
have with us this evening Mr. A. David Rodham, I hope. I
didn’t see Mr. Rodham, is he here? There he is, in the back.
How do you do, sir?

He is the director of the Massachusetts Civil

Pefense Agency. And we thought, Mr. Rodham, if you didn’t
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9
mind, that we would give you the podium first. If you care
to make comments on the draft report, sir, would you just
come forward to any one of these microphones?

BY MR. RODHAM: I’'m Mr. Rodham, Dave Rodham of
the Mass. Civil Defense Agency and also is another member of
the public safety staff, assistant secretary to public
safety, Dale Jenkins, who’s in the back, he just came in,
too.

And I thank you for this opportunity, mostly to,
not knock necessarily the draft -- we’ve made our comments in
writing -- but more to meet the people that I have not met
prior to this evening. I have only been office three
months, I’m part of the new administration and have been
director for three months, which is about halfway through the
task force

Or you were halfway through your efforts before I
hit the scene. 1I’ve enjoyed working with the task force,
I've enjoyed working with FEMA, and I’ve enjoyed working with
all the activists down in Plymouth as well as the utility.

And I think we’ll solve a tremendous amount of the
problems or issues that have been brought up and I pledge
that our administration will be: 1) Open; 2nd)] Willing to
listen to anybody: and 3rd) We will get these problems solved
and we’ll get them solved in a timely basis.

I thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for this
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opportunity to speak before you.

MR. ERICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Rodham.

Are there any other state officials or
representatives who would wish to speak? If not, we would
like to proceed with officials from the local towns. And
we‘re pleased to have here this evening Alba Thompson,
speaking for the Plymouth Board of Selectmen.

BY MS. THOMPSON: Thank you for this opportunity.
Within the hour, state Senator Kirby called to extend to you
and to his constituents his regrets that he was not able to
be here tonight himself.

I shall be speaking for the entire Board of
Selectmen of the town of Plymouth. Our civil defense
director is with me, also, as is our fire chief.

I am speaking directly to your report. The town of
Plymouth thanks you for your effort in the draft report. The
method of reviewing disputed issues raised by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission public meeting held in Plymouth on
September the 6th, 1990, is commendable.

For the first time in the 18 year history of our
preparations for radiolcgical emergency at the Pilgrim
nuclear power station, we finally have a report based on
information by a task force team working on-site with local
officials responsible for the planning.

Our town had been disillusioned and discouraged by
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the October and December, 1988 NRC hearings when restart of
Pilgrim was premised on testimony of » ° staff that had never
seen the town’s current plans; or consulted with local
officials; or held a public hearing on emergency planning in
this area; or even visited our Plymouth emergency operation
center.

The NRC Inspector General’s report of July the
26th, 1990, found much of their NRC staff work inaccurate and
was, quote from your report, "critical of the staff’s
determination." Rightly so. We must be unequivocable about
what all that means.

Plymouth and four other towns within the ten mile
emergency preparation zone went into a period of restart of
Pilgrim when emergency plans were not complete or approved by
responsible local officials, state officials, or Federal
Emergency Management Agency officials.

From December, 1988 onward, we were at risk and
continue to be without important operational aspects of the
radiclogical plans for many months. The criticality of that
situation comes home clearly if we all acknowledge that key
portions of our implementing procedures were incomplete or
missing. Police, fire, schools, and hospital were all
missing. That is at the time of the testimony of December
the 9th, 1988 before the NRC.

Not a single EPZ community had school evacuation
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12
plans that had been approved locally. Your statement, draft
NUREG~1438, Page 2-2 is therefore immensely welcome. And I
gquote. "It was, and is, the task force’s position that the
final word on the status of the town plans and procedures, as
well as copies of the plans and procedures themselves, could
only be obtained from town officials." End of guote.

That was exactly what the town of Plymouth had
maintained in the NRC hearing of December the 9th, 1988 and
in our written critique of the October, 1988 NRC hearing to
which we were not invited, but the owning utility was. It is
incomprehensible that your sensible statement was not policy
for the NRC in the past when it was evaluating the states of
our emergency plans.

Your recommendations to the NRC should include that
policy statement. You have the makings of a good report
here. What you do not have is a consistent designation of
who will monitor your findings to see that necessary action
is actually taken. Neither do you always deal with the
enforcement when regulations have not been met.

Your report is a beginning. If little happens
thereafter, the report merely becomes expensive pieces of
paper. We urge you to annotate both recommended monitoring
and enforcement throughout your final report.

Please notice, you often refer to the point that no

NRC or CFR regulations cover a particular issue. But perhaps
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13
your recommendation should be that one ought to be brought
into being. Because an issue may not have been previously
considered does not mean there is no need to deal with the
problem.

For example, Page 2-11, quote, "If it becomes
necessary for emergency workers" ~- and I put my own words in
‘and the general population’ -- "to evacuate Plymouth Subarea
3 which includes the police station, the central fire
station, and the EOC." End quotes.

There is no regulatory requirement for an alternate
EOC, emergency operation center, but shouldn’t there be one
when Plymouth could not operate without the communications
net and equipment of these vital services? The establishment
of a second or alternate headquarters and the redeployment of
public safety equipment and personnel would be absolutely
essential if Subarea 3 were to be evacuated.

Plymouth has previously posed this problem in clear
terms to you. The present plans to remove officials to
Massachusetts Civil Defense Area 2, about 30 miles away in
Bridgewater will not work. As our police and fire chief have
told you.

We can not conceive of removing selectmen and key
personnel to a point that far away while the town is
undergoing disaster conditions. Officials belong close to

their stressed people as a demonstration of their concern and
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the visible commitment to duty. An atmosphere of confidence
must be maintained. The knowledge that officials are close
by and available and at work is part of the calming effect.

A solution for Plymouth for a suitable alternative
EOC must be fcund. We thoroughly agree with your statement
in the report, and I quote, "The task force believes that
BECo, Boston Edison Company, should continue to work with
town officials to find an acceptable solution to the town’s
concern about possible evacuation from EPZ Subarea 3," end of
guote on your Page 2-11.

Please note that in this regard NUREG-0654 does not
differentiate between a host community that surrounds a
nuclear plant and other towns, much farther removed but still
in the EPZ. Obviously the needs of Plymouth are somewhat
different from those of Marshfield or Carver or other EP2Z
communities.

We suggest your report point out these special
considerations, including the establishment of an alternate
EOC. As you know, the scenario of the NRC drill of October,
1989 did indeed require the evacuation of Subarea 3.

Again, Plymouth not only surrounds the Pilgrim
nuclear power station, it is entirely in the EPZ, all 103
square miles, with a year round population of 45,000
residents, a summer population rising to 65,000 residents,

and with a transient tourist number of one million visitors
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Our emergency planning and our needs must take
these particular statistics into corsideration. If current
regulations on radiological emergency planning do not cover
that unique set of conditions of a host community, they
surely should. We reguest you reflect the needs of such a
host community.

Another large issue for Plymouth is the status of
the reception centers: Wellesley in an old D.P.W. garage,
Bridgewater in an old college gymnasium, and Taunton in
Taunton High Schocl. Plymouth reported to the NRC in 1988
that, in our estimation, neither Bridgewater nor Taunton were
actually in a condition to operate. Wellesley Center at that
time was not even in existence.

It is no comfort to repeat from your draft report,
gquote, "There was no reception center for people evacuating
to the north of the Pilgrim station at the commission’s
restart decision in December, 1988." End of guote. That’s
Page 2-95.

Returning to the Bridgewater reception center in
the Kelly gymnasium. In February, 1991, this year, you
discovered communications, that is radio, problems, gquote,
"At a crisis." That'’s Page 2-101.

You discovered that the Bridgewater fire department

would not participate in radiological training and that the
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provisions of Planning Standard F NUREG-0654 and Criteria 1

and 2, quote, "Regarding a primary means for notifying and

3 mobilizing emergency response personnel are not met." End of
4 that quote. That'’s February 1991, Page 2~105 and Page 2-106. o
5 A general indictment by your task force is found on
6 Page 2-109. Here is the gquote. "All of these facts point to
7 the conclusion that for some substantial period of time

8 before . . . January 1991, the reception center was

9 understaffed and could not have been set up and operated."

10 End of quote.

11 Plymouth has some doubts that training Bridgewater
12 college volunteers is a suitable substitute for the missing
13 fire department personnel whose general firefighting training
14 gives them an added dimension of effectiveness. At any rate,
15 the capabilities of that reception center has never been

16 demonstrated in an evaluated exercise. Page 2-108. It

17 should have been required.

18 In 1988, the town of Plymouth rightly charged that
19 the Taunton reception center, then on the grounds of what had
20 been a hospital for the insane, was also not operational.

21 Today the Taunton reception center, now in Taunton High

22 School, like Bridgewater, faces the refusal of the Taunton

23 fire department to train or retrain for reception center

24 operations.

I believe that department went one step farther.
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1 It said it would not, also, take part in the NRC drill. 1In
2 addition, according to your observations of January the 14th,
3 1991, quote, "The portable monitors were covered with dust
5 and were not attached to an electric source." End of quote.
5 Meaning, of course, the batteries were not charged
6 at all times. And quote from your report, "The wooden box"
7 -=- and this is an aside, storing the 15,000 gallon bladders,
8 end of that aside -- "was open to the elements providing
9 minimal protection." End of your quote on Page 2-111.
10 Other equipment and supplies had not been
11 inventoried since October of 1989 and were stored, in your
12 word "haphazardly". "The metal fitting," another gquote “for
13 the water bladder could not be located." End of quote on
14 your Page 2-112.
15 In the face of these discrepancies, your task force
16 nevertheless concluded that the reception center was capable
17 of fulfilling its intended function. That’s a far reach.
18 In the case of all three reception centers, the
19 local fire departments have declined, as of this reading, to
train or retrain for any reception center operations. Notice
the three fire departments, all of them. The task force
should really address the reasoning that lead to this common
decision, since non-public safety volunteers are nct likely
to come to their task with the expertise of firefi(ghters.

In 1988, the testimony and letters of the tcwn of
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18
Plymouth to the NRC indicated that it did not believe the
Bridgewater and Taunton reception centers were operational.
There remain many doubts even today after the task force
encouraged a great many 1991 ameliorations.

We should like to point out that for years,
certainly from before 1988 and until this year, 1991,
notwithstanding erroneous testimony of NRC staff given to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission as late as December, 1988 that
Wellesley and Bridgewater centers were not operational and
Taunton was questionable for some of that time.

Fortunately for your task force, you did not deal
with the history of these centers, which in the event of a
severe accident at Pilgrim would receive the public in the
plume exposure pathway for registration, for monitoring
andecontamination. That history is a sorry one and it
deserves at least a paragraph in your final report. The
truth should never be a casualty of space. The truth is
indeed a finding, and it would be well for the commissioners
to recognize it and finally to admit it.

The identification of the special needs population
and the measures to develop sujtable strategies to protect
such individuals remains a problem for Flywouth, which has
about 750 known cases, including about 175 new additions.
And we still have about a 150 to be contacted. The MCDA and

the Boston Edison company report prepared by Chadwick, Martin
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and Bailey which is in your report and listed as PT-46,
Attachment 114 was flawed, since in your quote "It was
conducted by the telephone without a telecommunications
device for the deaf."™ Also, "Such surveys cannot reach the
transient population or persons without a telephone." End of
guote Page 2-115.

Originally the report ovverlooked several zip codes
sc that 4,000 post office box numbers were left out of the
mailings. This included Plymouth’s Manomet post office and
the Long Pond post office.

Much work remains to be done on special needs and
Plymouth will be unable to meet the verification responses by
the finish date which you indicated in your report and that
date is July the 1st, 1991. We do not expect to meet that
date. We cannot meet that date.

The Saquish-Gurnet procedure is still being
revised. I’m sure you’ll hear more on that from some of the
residents of *hat area. An interface with Duxbury
authorities who would need to assist evacuees during the
emergency are still needed.

The Plymouth Board of Selectmen, it has not yet
received the revised implementing procedure, some of which is
based indeed on some new facts, new times and so on, which

you yourself discovered.

The matter of equipment given to the town by BECo
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pricr to the coming of BECo emergency operations cfficer
Valley and the subsequent comprehensive grant agreement went
into effect must be involved. Before Valley and after
Valley, nquite unlike our calendar of Jesus Christ, has no
reference to the need for the equipment nor BECo’s
responsibility to maintain it.

Quote, "If this equipment is not maintained
satisfactorily, communication failures could result."
Therefore the task force finds guote, "The Planning Standard
10 CFR 50.47B8 is not met until the issue involving
maintenance of the portable radio for the police and the
pagers for the fire department has been satisfactorily
resolved." End of quote on Page 2-10. The town believes
that the pre-Valley equipment and post-Valley equipment, all
issued on the basis of need, should be maintained by BECo and
BECo should be so informed. This maintenance of equipment is
absolutely essential to a state of radiological emergency
preparedness.

The town could not possibly meet the objectives of
the NRC graded drill scheduled for December, 1991 and more
importantly, for a real life emergency, without its equipment
and preparedness status. See the summary of your findings,
Page 1 through 6, particularly Findings 1 and 2.

The town still has many doubts arising out of the

BECo transportation matrix, particularly letters of agreement
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with bus providers, LOAs, signed and this is your guote from
your report. "Without any indication of this person’s
position or title." End of quote, Page 2-130 and which were,
quote, "Not clear, concise or consistent." End of quote,
Page 2-131.

The statement a bus provider representatives that,
quote, "They believed that all drivers would respond." End
of quote, is debatable. Letters of agreement from trained
bus drivers would be imminently preferable and we urge the
task force to recommend this action. Two outside buses sent
into Plymouth during the NRC drill of 1989 and used to
demonstrate response was hardly a test. The exercise of
December, 1991 must be strengthened in that record. In fact,
neither the NRC exercises of 1985, 1989, nor the coming
exercise of 1991 were scheduled during a summer month when
population and traffic in Plymouth are at a peak. This is
also true of all the other coastal towns, not only Plymouth
but Kingston, Duxbury and Marshfield. All of them in the
EPZ. It is too long to wait until 1993 to test a summer
scenario; and we recommend FEMA and NRC be told that.

The summary of the findings of your draft report in
Pages 1 through 6 are certainly helpful as partial guides to
needed action. We recommend that additional specifics be
added. Particularly the unique problems of a host community

for a proper alternative EOC. The resolution of the refusal
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of firefighters to staff reception centers is needed. The
lack of readiness and the maintenance of eguipment at
reception centers requires attention.

Transportation needs an improved data base and
procedures not just, guote, "Better coordination," end of
guote among several agencies. A clear statement that the
task force found local officials and local plans the best
sources of valid information is needed as a finding, since it
was that egregious oversight that caused inaccurate staff NRC
reports in the past.

The fact that the task force uncovered much that
was wrong in emergency preparedness and was the stimulus of
immediate change should be noted. There is also no statement
as to what agency, FEMA or NRC will have the future
monitoring and enforcement functions in radiological
emergency preparedness. In other portions of what I have
just said there are recommendations, of course, for the
strengthening of your findings.

Thank you for your patience through these many
months of your review and particularly for this long
presentation tonight by the town of Plymouth. We in
Piymouth, America’s hometown, are concerned for the public
safety of our historic community and her citizens. Our
intensity reflects our need to know you are listening and

that you will respond. Thank you.
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(Applause. ]

MR. ERICKSON: Thank you, Alba. We appreciate very
much the intensity and interest. And I’m certainly sure the
task force will be examining these recommendations and the
comments that you have made with very great care. As I
pointed out, we will be examining these for, in this case,
initially for the substantial and material aspects as they
relate to our findings.

In this case, you used many our of our own findings
to emphasize again to us what we have found and we appreciate
that. I think there was one thing that you did raise that
warrants a response, howevelr, since we want there to be no
question about the follow-on to this task force activity.

And that relates to what agency, or whom, who is
geing to be doing this kind of follow-up. I think it’s
important for us to comment on the fact that the -- Well,
1’11 leave headguarters Federal Emergency Management Agency
person to speak to this, as we move from the task force now
to the agency and perhaps Margaret Lawless can comment on
that.

MS. LAWLESS: Surely. There are several places in
the report that specifically mention that FEMA will be
reviewing revised procedures or following on to further
investigate or to provide technical assistance, but in

general, it is also true that FEMA will be proceeding through
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its plan review based on procedures that we’ve collected as a
result of the task force effort.

And we do continue to provide technical assistance.
Whenever it’s requested, we stand ready to do that. Of
course, in preparation for the December exercise, but at any
time actually.

MR. ERICKSON: So I wanted to make that guite
cliear that the Federal Emergency Management Agency is going
to be continuing what it is doing now, post-task force. When
we fold our tent, that’s just the beginning as you’ve
indicated. FEMA will be carrying that torch through the
process.

MS. THOMPSON: That raises another guestion in my
mind which is corollary.

Does that mean that the NRC is not going to be
concerning itself in emergency preparedness and that we’'re
back to the original old loop when FEMA did that?

MR. ERICKSON: Ne, I would like to emphasize that
both agencies have a keen interest in the protection of the
public, certainly. The commission considers emergency
preparedness to be an essential part of the totality of
public protection measures. So certainly that is not true.

But FEMA and the NRC do have agreements in which

they work together, in concert with FEMA emphasizing the

off-site aspects and NRC emphasizing the on-site aspects and
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working in collaboration for what falls in between. That'’s
the way we would sort that out.

MS. THOMPSON: Thank you.

MR. ERICKSON: I think it would be appropriate at
this point to ask Mr. Hadfield, who is the civil defense
director from Plymouth, to ask if he would perhaps like to
add some comments to Selectman Thompson’s comments.

MR. HADFIELD: Thank you. I’m Douglas Hadfield,
the civil defense director and I find myself in a very usual
situation, following very eloguent Mrs. Thompson. I’m
pleased that the task force finally got the information we’ve
been trying to give the NRC correct.

Some of the issues have been observed by task force
as needing attention ASAP. I do not agree with all of the
statements in the report.

In the report, a number of instances, the task
force says there are no NRC or FEMA requirements for this at
this time. I would like to know if there will be any
requirements in the foreseeable future; or are they just
going to be ignored as issues?

You’ve already answered my next statement, of who
will be responsible for the implementation of the task force
recommendations. That will be FEMA.

The egress issue of the Saguish-Gurnet is an

example of the no requirements. The problem is not going to
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go away just because there is no requirement to fix it.

The special needs issue will never be complete.
While self-identification letters have been helpful in
identifying people with special needs, the right of people
not to respond is of great concern, to be able to have an
accurate list. I respect their right not to respond, but it
creates a very big volume of people that choose not to that
really should be on our list of people that need assistance.

My concern about transportation available was also
reflected in the draft task force report. The task force
indicated it found inconsistencies and unsubstantiated
numbers for buses that are assigned to areas. My main
concern is still the availability of drivers. There are no
LOAs with drivers and none are planned by the state. This is
another example of the need for more requirements from the
federal agencies.

Relocation for an alternate EOC is a large issce
for Plymouth, as Mrs. Thompson has already explained.
Bridgewater is just too far away. This was found to be a
serious problem for Plymouth in the 1989 exercise and has not
been resclved. Unlike the other EPZ towns, Plymouth has more
than one subarea that may or may not be affected by a state
directive. Plymouth has set an alternate EOC or mobile
communications van is a solution to our problem. However, as

I stated before, the alternate EOC cannot be as far awvay as
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Bridgewater.

The status of reception centers is very clear in
the task force report. On some of the issues, not much has
changed since December of 1988. The availability of staff
that has been trained is still at issue in both Taunton and
Bridgewater. If the city of Taunton and the town of
Bridgewater cannot get this issue resclved, whose
responsibility is it to resolve it? The state or the federal
government? This issue has to be resolved to give any
credence to evacuation plans to all the towns in the EPZ.

I was pleased to see the task force report state
that 10 CFR 50 was not met on the requirements of the pre and
post Ron Valley issues. The egquipment that is in question is
very important to the responsibility of the emergency
workers. Just because the equipment was given to the town
before the agreements were signed does not mean it is not
RERE, response related, and should be covered by the
agreement. I hope the final report is a little stronger in
stating there should be requirements for some of the
findings.

We have waited a long time for a positive report
that states the towns do know what they are talking about
when it comes to emergency planning and are not just a group

out to make headlines.

MR. ERICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Hadfield. We are
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receiving reqguests to speak from other officials now. 1I‘ve
just been handed a slip of paper that indicates that we have
a representative from Bridgewater. And also from Kingston.
Let’s ask the gentleman from Bridgewater, Beasley, is he
here?

Yes, sir. Would you please come forward and state
your name and your position, sir?

MR. BEASLEY: Thank you very much. My name is
Clyde Beasley. I’'m a selectman from Kingston, actually. Not
Bridgewater, although I do understand that if there is a
problem, we will be for Bridgewater.

MR. ERICKSON: ©Oh, all I had to do was turn to the
front of my report, loock at our list of names and I would
have gotten that right, instead of reading the slip of paper.
Go ahead, Mr. Beasley.

MR. BEASLEY: Thank you. I wanted to, as those
have done before me, thank you for vour report, the draft
report. It clearly shows many problems in the residence
off-site emergency preparedness which must be addressed.

I’'m glad to hear that you have assigned a follow-up
mechanism. That was one of the first things I thought of;
and I think that certainly naming FEMA and I think possibly
delineating the process that would be followed; I think that
would be very useful. As I read through this report =--

and I must admit I did not read it word by word, but I did
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look through it -- it struck me that a lot of the issues were
only addressed when you spoke to the various agencies and
folks that were involved in this. It seemed a little bit to
me like a teacher that gives a test and then goes and tells
what the answers are so that the test will be passed by many
of the groups.

And that particularly struck me with regards to
Kingston. And I want to say that I’m going to speak
particularly to Kingston in this, because that’s of course
what I’m most responsible for. I want to relate back to some
of the earlier testimony that I gave and in my absence on one
of the evenings that out premiere citizen Jean Creedon over
here gave for me.

I think one of the first issues that we spoke to
was the notification system, the siren system and I noticed
that your draft report spoke tc the Duxbury survey that was
done in 1986 relative to our comments on this. I do not
believe the that Kingston problems were sufficiently
addressed here vis-a-vis this issue of acoustical
effectiveness, it’s called, and I would like to see a survey
done in Kingston, we’d like to see a look taken at exactly
how effective those sirens in Kingston are and how well laid
out they are.

It doesn’t seem to me that, I know to others who

commented on this issue in our town, that many of us can
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really hear what’s going on. And also, I again being

relatively new to this -- I’m not going to be able to claim
that for tco much longer -- but having been a year involved
in this business, the fact that people are =--

These phones surveys that are done when people are
notified that there’s going to be a test, I would rather see
there be some sort of a blind test on the system. Although I
realize it’s not too feasible to scare some peoples’ trousers
off in regards to that. But I think when people are aware
there’s going to be an alarm that they can probably hear it a
little better than if they don’t know, which would be
relative to the actual situation.

Recently there was an unusual event, the Kingston
Board of Selectmen was notified generally, through the
grapevine, not actually through the formal process; that may
be some preblem down here. So I did, as the selectman, call
our fire department dispatcher and discovered that the
dispatcher did not know what was going on because there was
no phone number to call for information.

I understand now that there has been a Boston
Edison BECo phone number that’s installed for informatior in
the event of a situation like this. It struck me that it
took more than 10 years to establish a phone number fcr fire
departments to call to get this kind of information, which

was slightly absurd, but I guess that’s -- At least we now
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have the phone number.
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